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THE RELATION OF .ESTHETICS TO PSYCHOLOGY 
AND PHILOSOPHY. 1 

IF conventional divisions of time are to serve as means by 
which we may mark the movement of thought as it 
develops, we may well say that the nineteenth century saw a 
real awakening in relation to ^Esthetics among those who con- 
cern themselves with accurate thinking, a coming to conscious- 
ness, as it were, of the importance to the philosophy of life of the 
existence of beauty in the world, and of the sense of beauty in 
man. 

And with this awakening came a marked breadth of inquiry ; 
an attempt to throw the light given by psychological analysis 
upon the broad field of ^Esthetics, and an effort to grasp the rela- 
tions of the realm in which beauty holds sway to Philosophy as 
a whole. 

That the questions thus presented to us have been answered, 
I imagine few, if any, would claim ; rather may we say that the 
nineteenth century set the problems which it concerns the 
aesthetician of the twentieth century to solve ; and this without 
underestimating the value of the work of the masters in ^Esthetics 
who lived and wrote in the century so lately closed, some of 
whom are fortunately with us still. 

Of these present problems M. Dessoir will treat in his address 
to follow mine ; in the regretted absence of Professor Lipps the 
privilege has been granted to me to consider with you briefly 
the relations of .^Esthetics to Psychology and to Philosophy, 

1 Read before the Section of ^Esthetics of the Congress of Arts and Sciences, held 
at St. Louis, September 19-26, 1904. 
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which must in the end determine the nature of the problems to 
be studied by the aesthetician, and the import of the solutions of 
the problems which are thus presented for our consideration. 

I. The Relation of Esthetics to Psychology. 

We live in what may well be called the era of psychological 
development, an era marked by the recognition of the truth that 
no philosophical view of life can be adequate which does not take 
full account of the experience of the individual human spirit 
which interprets this life. And so quite naturally for ourselves, 
and in all probability quite in accord with the habit of thought 
of the immediate future, we begin our study by the consideration 
of the relation of ^Esthetics to Psychology. 

In turning for light to Psychology, the aesthetician finds him- 
self of course asking what is the nature of the states of mind 
related to his inquiry ; and here at once he finds himself con- 
fronted with a distinction which must be made, if a correct 
aesthetic doctrine is to become established. He notes that there 
is a sharp difference between (i) the mental attitude of an artist 
who produces works of beauty, and (2) the mental attitude of a 
man at the moment when he appreciates beauty in his experience. 1 
The failure to note this distinction has in my view led to much 
confusion of thought among the aestheticians of the past, and to 
the defense of dogmas which otherwise would not have been 
maintained. 

That this distinction is an important one becomes clear in the 
fact that the sense of beauty is aroused in us by objects in nature 
which bear no relation to what men call 'fine art.' The mental 
state of the appreciator of beauty has therefore a breadth that 
does not belong to the mental state which accompanies, or leads 
to, the production of works of beauty by the artist. 

And yet it should not surprise us that this distinction has so 
often been overlooked ; for the theorists first follow the trend of 
thought of the uncritical man, and this uncritical man does not 
naturally make the distinction referred to. 

1 Cf. my Aesthetic Principles : Chap. I, " The Observer's Standpoint," and Chap. 
Ill, "The Artist's Standpoint." 
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For, on the one hand, even the least talented of men has some 
little tendency to give part of his strength to artistic creation in 
one form or another ; the creative artist is guided by a truly 
racial instinct, which, under favorable conditions, will appear in 
any man who is not defective ; each of us thus, in the appre- 
ciation of beauty, throws himself to some degree into the attitude 
of the creative artist. 

And, on the other hand, the artist, when not in creative mood, 
falls back into the ranks of men who keenly appreciate beauty, 
but who are not productive artists ; he thus alternately creates 
and appreciates, and with difficulty separates his diverse moods. 

We may well consider these two distinguishable mental 

attitudes separately. 

A. 

In asking what is the nature of the experience which we call 
the 'sense of beauty,' we are stating what may well be held to be 
the most important problem in ^Esthetics that is presented to the 
psychologist. 

Man is practical before he deals with theory, and his first 
theoretical questionings are aroused by practical demands in con- 
nection with his failures to reach the goal toward which he 
strives. The development of modern aesthetic theory has in the 
main quite naively followed this course, and we may properly 
consider first the psychological inquiries which seem to have the 
most direct bearing upon practical questions. 

The artist asks why his efforts so often fail, and thus he is led to 
inquire what are the qualities in his work which he so often 
misses, but now and again gains, with the resulting attainment 
of beauty. 

It is thus that we naturally find the aesthetician appealing to 
the psychologist, asking him what special types of impression 
yield beauty, what special characteristics of our mental states 
involve the fullest aesthetic experience. 

The psychologist is naturally first led to consider certain strik- 
ing relations found within the beautiful object which impresses 
us, and to inquire into the nature of the psychic functioning which 
is involved with the impressions thus given. He thus comes to 
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consider the relations of the lineal parts of pleasing plane surface 
figures ; and the study of these relations has given to us such 
investigations as the notable ones of Fechner in respect to the 
' golden section,' which have been supplemented by the more 
rigid tests of Dr. Witmer and Doctors Haines and Davies in our 
own day. In similar manner, the basis of the beauty found in 
symmetry and order, and the problems related to rhythm, have 
been closely studied, especially in late years by Lipps ; and 
the fundamental principles of tonal relation, and of melodic suc- 
cession, by Helmholtz, Stumpf, and later writers. 

But all these studies of the striking characteristics found in 
the object are, for the psychologist, necessarily involved in the 
study of the distinctly subjective accompaniments in the sense 
of beauty aroused by the objective forms thus brought to our 
attention, and he is led to dwell upon the active part the mind 
takes in connection with aesthetic appreciation. We see this 
tendency in Berenson's emphasis, — and perhaps, on the whole, 
over-emphasis, — of the importance of the interpretation of works 
of art, in the group of what I would call the arts of sight, in 
terms of the tactile sensibilities. But we see it much more 
markedly in the important studies of Lipps, who shows us how 
far our appreciation of beauty in Nature, and in artistic products, 
is due to the sympathetic introjection of ourselves, as it were, into 
the object, — to what he calls Einfuhlung. 

But, broad as he shows the applicability of this principle to be, 
it is clear that we have not in it the solution of the fundamental 
aesthetic problem with which the psychologist must deal when 
appealed to by the aesthetician. For no one would claim that all 
of this sympathetic introjection — this Einfuhlung — is aesthetic : 
the aesthetic Einfuhlung is of a special type. Nor, to my mind, 
does it seem clearly shown that there are no sources of beauty 
which do not involve this introjection, as would be the case if we 
had reached in this principle the solution of the fundamental 
aesthetico-psychologic problem. For instance, the sense of 
beauty experienced when I look at some one bright star in the 
deep blue of the heaven, seems to me to be inexplicable in terms 
of such introjection. 
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All this work, however, brings help to the practical artist and 
to the critic. They do not acknowledge it fully to-day ; but year 
by year, more and more will the influence of the results of these 
Studies be felt as they gain the attention of thinking men. 

Nevertheless, we cannot but face the fact that the practical 
benefit to be gained from them is of a negative sort. There is 
no royal road to the attainment of beauty ; but the psychologist 
is able to point out, by the methods here considered, the inner 
nature of certain sources of beauty, thus teaching the artist how 
he may avoid ugliness, and even indicating to him the main direc- 
tion in which he may best travel toward the attainment of his 
goal. 

But, after all, the relations thus discovered in the beautiful 
object, and the related special analyses of mental functioning 
which are involved with our appreciation of beauty, tell us of 
but relatively isolated bits of the broad realm of beauty. The 
objects which arouse within us the sense of beauty are most 
diverse, and equally diverse are the modes of mental functioning 
connected with the appreciation of their beauty. 1 

And this has led to the formulation of such principles as that 
of the ' unity of manifoldness,' of which Fechner makes so much, 
and that of the " monarchische Unterordnung" which Lipps has 
more lately enunciated. 

Now it is of great interest to inquire why it is that the proc- 
esses which lead to the recognition of these principles are so 
clearly defined in many cases where the sense of beauty is 
aroused. But very evidently these general principles, important 
though they be in themselves, are not ones upon which we can 
afford to rest ; for clearly they apply in very many cases where 
beauty does not claim sway. 

Our whole mental life exemplifies the unification of the mani- 
fold and " monarchic subordination," whether the processes be 
aesthetic or not. It does not suffice us to show, what is thus 
shown, that the aesthetic states conform with conditions of our 

1 Nothing has shown this more clearly than the investigations of Haines and 
Davies in reference to the ' golden section ' of which we have spoken above. See 
Psychological Review, Vol. XI, p. 415. 
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mental life that have a broad significance, although it is of 
great importance to demonstrate the fact ; for our mental func- 
tioning in the appreciation of beauty appears thus as in truth an 
important type of, but for all that but a special and peculiar type 
of, the functioning which we thus bring into prominence. 

The problem then remains : What is the special nature of this 
functioning which yields to us the sense of beauty ? 

And here, in my view, we have the problem which is of prime 
importance to ^Esthetics to-day, and which Psychology alone can 
answer, viz. : What is the characteristic that differentiates the 
sense of beauty from all other of our mental states ? Until this 
question is answered, all else must seem of secondary im- 
portance from the standpoint of theoretical psychology, how- 
ever important other forms of inquiry may be from a practical 
point of view. 

When the psychologist turns his attention to this problem, he 
at once perceives that he is unable to limit his inquiiy to the 
experience of the technically trained artist, or even to that of the 
man of culture who gives close attention to aesthetic appreciation. 

Beauty is experienced by all men. That beauty is very clearly 
of varied types, and the sense of beauty is evidently called out 
by impressions of most varied nature ; but the fields of what is 
considered beautiful by different people so far overlap that we 
can rest assured that we all refer to an experience of the same 
characteristic mental state when we proclaim the existence of 
beauty. For when we by general agreement use a special term as 
descriptive of an objective impression, we do so because this im- 
pression excites in us certain more or less specific mental states ; 
and when different people use the same term in reference to 
objects of diverse nature, we are wont to assume, and are in 
general correct in assuming, that these objects affect these dif- 
ferent people in approximately the same way. 

It seems probable, therefore, that if the child, who has learned 
how to apply words from his elders, speaks of having a ' beautiful 
time ' at his birthday party ; and if the grown man speaks of a 
' beautiful day ' ; and if the pathologist speaks of his preparation 
of morbid tissue as ' beautiful ' ; and if the artist or connoisseur 
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speaks of the beauty of a picture, a statue, a work of architecture, 
a poem, a symphony ; then the word ' beauty ' must be used to 
describe a certain special mental state which is aroused in differ- 
ent people by very diverse objective impressions. 

This view is strengthened when we consider that the application 
of the term by individuals changes as they develop naturally, or 
by processes of education ; and that the standards of beauty 
alter in like manner in a race, from generation to generation, as it 
advances in its development. 

We must then look for the essence of beauty in some quality 
of our mental states which is called up by different objective im- 
pressions in different people, and under diverse conditions by dif- 
ferent objects at different times in the same individual. 

Search for such a quality has led not a few psychologists to 
look to pleasure as the quality of our mental states which is most 
likely to meet our demand. It is true that the consideration of 
pleasure as of the essence of the sense of beauty has not often 
been seriously carried out, apparently because so many of what 
we speak of as our most vivid pleasures appear as non-aesthetic, 
and because pleasure is recognized to be markedly evanescent, 
while beauty is thought of as at least relatively permanent. 

It is true also that there is a hesitancy in using the word 
'pleasure' in this connection, many writers preferring the less 
definite word ' feeling ' in English, and ' Gefuhl ' in German. 
But by a large number of psychologists the words ' pleasure ' and 
' feeling ' are used as synonyms ; and those who agree with me 
that what we loosely call ' feeling ' is broader than mere ' pleasure,' 
must note that it is the pleasurable aspect of what is called 
' feeling ' alone that is essentially related to our experience of the 
sense of beauty. 

All of us agree, in any event, that the sense of beauty is highly 
pleasant ; and, in fact, most of our sestheticians have come to as- 
sume tacitly in their writings that the field of aesthetics must be 
treated as a field of pleasure-getting ; and this, whether or not 
they attempt to indicate the relation of pleasure -getting to the 

sense of beauty. 

The suggestion that pleasure of a certain type is of the essence 
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of beauty seems the more likely to prove to be satisfactory, when 
we consider that pleasure is universally acknowledged to be the 
contradictory opposite of pain ; and that we have in ugliness, 
which is always unpleasant, a contradictory opposite of beauty. 1 

Clearly, then, it behooves the psychologist to give to the aesthe- 
tician an account of the nature of pleasure which shall be com- 
patible with the pleasurable nature of the sense of beauty ; and 
which shall either explain the nature of this sense of beauty in 
terms of pleasure, or explain the nature of pleasure in a manner 
which shall throw light upon the nature of this sense of beauty 
to which pleasure is so indissolubly attached. 

The aesthetician thus demands urgently of the psychologist an 
analysis of the nature of pleasure ; and an analysis of this so- 
called ' feeling,' which shall show the relation between the two 
experiences. Concerning the latter problem I hope some day to 
have something to say. Those of you who happen to be familiar 
with my published works will realize that my efforts in this field 
in the past have been given largely to the study of the former 
problem. My own view may be succinctly stated thus. 

While all aesthetic experiences are pleasant, very evidently 
much that we call pleasant is not aesthetic. We must look then 
for some special differentiation of aesthetic pleasure, and this I 
find in its relative permanency. 

This view is led up to by a preliminary study of the psychol- 
ogical nature of pleasure. Pleasure I find to be one phase of a 
general quality, pleasure-pain, which, under proper conditions, 
may inhere in any emphasis within the field of attention ; or, to 
use more common language, may belong to any element of at- 
tention. 

Now pleasure, as we have said, is notably evanescent; but this 
does not preclude the existence of pleasurable states of attention 
which are relatively permanent. This permanency may be given 
by the shifting of attention from one pleasurable element to 
another, by the summation of very moderate pleasures, etc. 

1 It is of course agreed that beauty and ugliness may be held together in a complex 
impression, but in such cases the beauty and the ugliness are inherent in diverse 

elements of the complex. 
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Any pleasant psychic element may become an element of an 
aesthetic complex ; and any psychic complex which displays a 
relative permanency of pleasure is in that fact aesthetic. Our 
aesthetic states are those in which many pleasant elements are 
combined to produce a relative permanency of pleasure. 

Our ' non-aesthetic pleasures,' so-called, are those states which 
have been experienced in the past as vividly pleasant, and to 
which the name, pleasure, has become indissolubly attached ; but 
they are states which do not produce a relatively permanent 
pleasure in revival, and, correctly speaking, are not pleasures at 
the moment when they are described as such, and at the same 
time as ' non-sesthetic' 

I am glad to feel that this view of mine is not discrepant from 
that of Dr. Santayana, as given in quite different terms in his book 
entitled The Sense of Beauty. For what is relatively permanent 
has the quality which I call ' realness ' ; and that in experience 
which has realness we tend to objectify. Hence it is quite 
natural to find Dr. Santayana defining beauty as 'objectified 
pleasure.' 

You will not blame me, I believe, for thinking that my own 
definition cuts down closer to the root of the matter than Dr. 
Santayana' s. 

But if this theoiy of mine is found wanting, the aesthetician 
will not cease to call upon the psychologist for some other which 
shall meet the demands of introspection ; and which shall accord 
with our experience of the sense of beauty, which in all its wealth 
of impression the aesthetician offers to the psychologist as data 
for the laborious study asked of him. 

Before leaving this subject, I may perhaps be allowed to call 
attention to the fact that the theoretical view which places the 
essence of the sense of beauty in pleasure-getting, if it prove to 
be true, is not without such practical applications as are so prop- 
erly demanded in our time. For if this view is correct, it teaches 
to the critic a lesson of sympathetic tolerance, for he learns from 
it that the sources from which the sense of beauty is derived 
differ very markedly in people of diverse types ; and it warns him 
also against the danger of an artificial limitation of his own aes- 
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thetic sense, which will surely result unless he carefully avoids 
the narrowing of his interests. 

It teaches, further, that there is no validity in the distinction 
between fine art and aesthetics, on the one hand, and beauty, on the 
other, on the ground, commonly accepted by the highly trained 
artist and connoisseur, that a work of art may deal with what is 
not beautiful. 

For it appears that, while the sense of beauty is the same for 
each of us, the objects which call it out are in some measure dif- 
ferent for each. 

Now it happens naturally that the objects which arouse the 
sense of beauty in a large proportion of men of culture get the 
word, beauty, firmly attached to them in common speech. 

But, under the view here maintained, it must be that the highly 
trained artist or critic will pass beyond these commoner men and 
find his sense of beauty aroused by objects and objective rela- 
tions quite different from those which arouse the sense of beauty 
in the commoner man ; so that often he may deal with the beauty 
of elements in connection with which beauty is unknown to the 
commoner man, and even with elements which arouse a sense of 
ugliness in the commoner man ; while, on the other hand, the ob- 
jects which the commoner man signalizes as most beautiful, and 
which are currently so called, may not arouse in the trained artist 
or critic the sense of beauty which is now aroused in him by 
effects of broader nature, and of less common experience. 

The critic and skilled artist thus often finds his aesthetic sense 
aroused no longer by the objects to which the word 'beauty' has 
by common consent come to be attached, although, with the com- 
moner man, he still uses the word ' beauty ' as descriptive of the 
object which arouses the aesthetic thrill in the mass of normally 
educated men. He may even find his aesthetic sense aroused by 
what the common man calls ugly, although it is for himself really 
beautiful. And he comes thus quite improperly to think of the 
highest art as in a measure independent of what he calls ' mere 
beauty.' What he has a right to say, however, is merely this, 
that the highest art deals with sources of beauty which are not 
appreciated by even the generally well-cultivated man. 
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B. 

I have dwelt perhaps too long on the psychological problems 
presented when the psychologist attempts to describe to the 
aesthetician the nature of the experience of one who appreciates 
beauty, and have left perhaps too little time for the considera- 
tion of the problems presented when the psychologist is asked to 
consider the nature of the experience of the artist who creates. 

The man who finds strongly developed within him the creative 
tendency, is wont, when he turns to theory, to lay emphasis upon 
expression as of the essence of beauty. 

It is, of course, to be granted that the process of Einfuhlrtng — 
of introjection — above referred to, leads us to find a source of 
beauty in the vague imagination of ourselves as doing what 
others have done ; and we may take great aesthetic delight in 
reading, through his work, the mind of the man' who has created 
the object of beauty for us. But evidently, when we lay stress 
upon this introjection, we are dealing with the appreciation of 
beauty, and not with the force which leads to its production. 

Just as clearly is it impossible to hold that expression is of the 
essence of the making of beauty. For expressiveness is involved 
in all of man's creative activity, much of which has no relation 
whatever to the aesthetic. The expression of the character of 
the genius of the inventor of a cotton loom, or of the successful 
leader of an army in a bloody battle, excites our interest and 
wonder ; but the expression of his character as read in the result 
accomplished does not constitute it a work of beauty. 

I speak of this point at this length, because in my opinion 
views of the nature of that here objected to could not have been 
upheld by such men as Bosanquet and Veron had they kept 
clear the distinction referred to above between the experience of 
one who appreciates beauty, and the experience of the creative 
artist ; and especially because the teaching of the doctrine thus 
combatted is wont to lead the artist whose cry is ' art for art's 
sake ' to excessive self-satisfaction, and to lack of restraint, which 
leads to failure. 1 

1 In order to avoid misunderstanding, I may say here that, notwithstanding these 
remarks, I am in full sympathy with the artist who thus expresses himself, as will 
presently appear. 



12 THE PHILOSOPHICAL REVIEW. [Vol. XIV. 

The strong hold which this theory retains in many minds has its 
value, however, in the emphasis of the fact that aesthetic creation 
is due to impulses which are born of innate instincts expressing 
themselves in the production of works of beauty. And if this 
be so, we see how true it must be that each of us must have in 
him some measure of this instinct ; and that the appearance of its 
appropriate impulses should not mislead us, and induce us to de- 
vote our lives to the worship of the Muses, unless we become 
convinced that no other work can adequately express the best 
that is in us. 

But the true artist is not troubled by such questionings. He 
finds himself carried away by what is a true passion ; by what is 
instinctive and not ratiocinative. 

The fact that the artist is thus impelled by what may well be 
called the 'art instinct' is one he could only have learned from 
the psychologist, or when in introspective mood he became a 
psychologist himself; and it carries with it corollaries of great 
value, which the psychologist alone can elucidate. 

It teaches the artist, for instance, that his success must be de- 
termined by the measure of this instinct which is developed within 
him ; that he must allow himself to be led by this instinct, that 
his best work will be his ' spontaneous ' work. This, of course, 
is very far from saying that he cannot gain by training ; but it 
does mean that he must learn to treat this training as his tool ; 
that he must not trust over-much to his ratiocinative work, the 
result of which must be assimilated by, and become part of, his 
impulsive nature, if he is to be a master. 

An artist is one in whom is highly developed the instinct which 
leads him to create objects that arouse the sense of beauty. 
The expression of this instinct marks his appropriate functioning. 
He may incidentally do many useful things, and produce results 
apart from his special aptitude ; but as an artist his work is solely 
and completely bound up in the production of works of beauty. 

We naturally ask here what may be the function in life of the 
expressions of such an instinct as we have been studying, and 
this leads us to consider a point of more than psychological in- 
terest, and turns our thought to our second division 
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II. The Relation of ^Esthetics to Philosophy. 
For, while the science of psychology must guide, it can never 
dominate the thought of the philosopher who strives to gain a 
broad view of the world of experience ; and, as will appear below, 
the aesthetician calls upon the philosopher for aid which the 
psychologist as such cannot give. 

A. 

In approaching this subject we may take at the start what we 
may call the broadly philosophical view, and may consider the 
question raised immediately above, where we ask what may be 
the function in life of the art instinct, and what the significance of 
the aesthetic production to which its expression leads. 

We, in our day, are still strongly influenced by the awakening 
of interest in the problems of organic development with which 
Darwin's name is identified, and thus naturally look upon this 
problem from a genetic point of view ; from which, to my mind, 
artistic expression appears, as I have elsewhere argued at length, 
as one of Nature's means to enforce social consolidation. But 
it is possible that we are led, by the present-day interest above 
spoken of, to over-emphasize the importance of the processes of 
the unfolding of our capacities ; and it is not improbable that those 
who follow us, less blinded by the brilliancy of the achievement 
of the evolutionists, may be able to look deeper than we can into 
the essence of the teleological problem thus raised. 

That art is worthy for art's sake is the conviction of a large 
body of artists who labor in their chosen work, often with a 
truly martyr-like self-abnegation ; and, as an artist, I find myself 
heartily in sympathy with this attitude. But ^Esthetics looks to 
Philosophy for some account of this artistic tsXoz which shall 
harmonize the artist's effort with that of mankind in general, from 
whom the artist all too often feels himself cut off by an impassa- 
ble gulf. 

The study of Esthetics by the philosopher from the genetic 
standpoint has, however, already brought to our attention some 
facts which are both significant and helpful. It has shown us 
how slow and hesitant have been the steps in the development 
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of aesthetic accomplishment and appreciation in the past, and 
how dependent these steps have been upon economic conditions. 
This, on the one hand, arouses in us a demand for a fuller study 
of the relations of the artistic to the other activities of men ; 
and, on the other hand, is a source of encouragement to critic 
and artist alike, each of whom in every age is apt to over-empha- 
size the artistic failures of his time, and to minimize the impor- 
tance of its artistic accomplishment. 

This genetic study has a further value in the guidance of our 
critical judgment, in that it shows us that the artistic tendencies 
of our time are but steps in what is a continuous process of 
development. It shows us arts which have differentiated in the 
past, and teaches us to look for further differentiations of the arts 
in the future, thus leading us to critical conclusions of no little 
importance. This consideration seems to me to be of sufficient 
interest to warrant our dwelling upon it a little at length. 

The arts of greatest importance in our time may well be di- 
vided into the arts of hearing (e. g., literature, poetry, music) and 
the arts of sight (e. g., architecture, sculpture, painting, and the 
graphic arts). These diverse groups of arts were differentiated 
long before any age of which we have a shadow of record. But 
many animals display what seem to be rudimentary art instincts, 
in which rhythmical movement (which is to be classed as an art 
of sight), and tonal accompaniment are invariably combined, 
as they are also in the dance and song of the savage ; and this 
fact would seem to indicate that, in the earliest times of man's 
rise from savagery, the differentiation between the arts of sight 
and the arts of hearing was at least very incomplete. 

But, leaving such surmises, we may consider the arts of sight 
and the arts of hearing in themselves. We see them still in 
a measure bound together ; for many an artist, for instance, de- 
votes his life to the making of paintings which ' tell a story,' and 
many a poet to the production of 'word pictures.' 

In general, however, it may be said that the arts of hearing and 
the arts of sight express themselves in totally different languages, 
so to speak, and they have thus differentiated because each can 
give a special form of aesthetic delight. 
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Turning to the consideration of each great group, we note that 
the arts of sight have become clearly differentiated on lines which 
enable us to group them broadly as the graphic arts, painting, 
sculpture, and architecture. Each of these latter has become im- 
portant in itself, and has separated itself from the others, just 
so far as it has shown that it can arouse the sense of beauty in 
a manner which its kindred arts of sight cannot approach. It 
is true that all the arts of sight hold together more closely than 
do the arts of sight, as such, with the arts of hearing, as such. 
But it is equally clear that the bond between the several arts of 
sight was closer in earlier times than it is to-day, in the fact that 
modelled painting and colored sculpture were common media 
of artistic expression among the ancients, the latter being still 
conventional even so late as in the times of the greatest develop- 
ment of art among the Greeks. 

But the modern has learned that in painting and graphics the 
artist can gain a special source of beauty of color and line, which 
he is able to gain with less distinctness when he models the sur- 
face upon which he works; and the experience of the ages has 
gradually taught the sculptor once for all that he in his own 
special medium is able to gain a special source of beauty of pure 
form which no other arts can reach, and that this special type of 
beauty cannot be brought into as great emphasis when he colors 
his modelled forms. 

In my view we may well state, as a valid critical principle, 
that, other things being equal, in any art the artist does best who 
presents in his chosen medium a source of beauty which cannot 
be as well presented by any other art. That this principle is ap- 
preciated and widely accepted (although implicitly rather than 
explicitly) is indicated by the unrationalized objection of the cul- 
tivated critic in our day to colored sculpture, or to modelled 
painting, and, in a more special direction, to the use of body color 
in aquarelle work. The objection in all cases is apparently to 
the fact that the artist fails to bring into prominence that type of 
beauty which his medium can present as no other medium can. 

Personally, I have no objection to raise to a recombination of 
the arts of sight, provided a fuller sense of beauty can thereby be 
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reached. But it is clear that this recombination becomes more 
and more difficult as the ages of development pass ; and I be- 
lieve the principle of critical judgment above enunciated is valid, 
based as it is upon the inner sense of cultivated men. 

Better than attempts to recombine the already differentiated 
arts of sight are attempts to use them in conjunction, so that our 
shiftings of attention from one type of beauty to another may 
carry with them more permanent and fuller effects of beauty ; 
and such attempts we see common to-day in the conjunction of 
architecture and of sculpture and of painting, in our private and 
public galleries, in which are collected together works of the arts 
of sight. 

Now, if we turn to the consideration of the arts of hearing, we 
find a correspondence which leads to certain suggestions of no 
little importance to the critical analyst in our day. 

The arts of hearing have become differentiated on lines which 
enable us to group them broadly as rhetoric, poetry and litera- 
ture, and music. Each has become important in itself, and has 
gradually separated itself from the others ; and this just so far as 
it has shown that it can arouse in men, in a special and peculiar 
manner, the sense of beauty. 

It is true, as with the arts of sight, that the special arts of 
hearing still hold well together. But in relatively very modern 
times, music, having discovered a written language of its own, 
has differentiated very distinctly from the other arts of hearing. 
Men have discovered that pure music can arouse in a special man- 
ner the sense of beauty, and can bring to us a form of aesthetic 
delight which no other art can as well give. 

Poetry has long been written which is not to be sung, and it 
has gained much in freedom of development from that fact. 

Music in our modern times is composed by the greatest masters 
for its own intrinsic worth, and not as of old as a mere accompa- 
niment of the spoken word of the poet ; the existence of the works 
of Bach, to mention no others, tells of the value of this differen- 
tiation. 

And here I think we may apply with justice the principle of 
criticism above presented. The poet and the musician each do 
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their best work, other things being equal, when they emphasize 
the forms of beauty which their several arts alone can give. We 
have here, in my view, a rational ground for the repulsion many 
of us feel for the so-called ' programme music ' of our day. 

Music and literature of the highest types nowadays present 
sources of beauty of very diverse character, and any effort to 
make one subsidiary to the other is likely to lessen the aesthetic 
worth of each, and of the combination. 

Here, again, I may say that I have no objection to raise to a 
recombination of the arts of hearing, provided a fuller sense of 
beauty can thereby be reached. But this recombination becomes 
year by year more difficult, and must in my view soon reach its 
limit. 

The opera of to-day attempts such a recombination, but does 
so either to the detriment of the musical, or of the literary, con- 
stituent. This is clear, when we consider the musical ineptitude of 
such operas as deal with a finely developed drama, and the literary 
crudeness of the plot interest in Wagner's very best works. Such 
a consideration makes very clear to us how much each of the 
great divisions- of the arts of hearing has gained by their differen- 
tiation, and by their independent development. 

Here, as with the arts of sight, we may, in my view, hope for 
better aesthetic results from the development of each of the differ- 
entiated arts in conjunction, rather than from the persistent attempt 
to recombine them, with the almost certain result that the aes- 
thetic value of each will be reduced. 

B. 

But aesthetics demands more of philosophy than an account of 
the genesis of art, with all the valuable lessons that involves. 
It demands rightly that it be given a place of honor in any sys- 
tem which claims to give us a rationalized scheme of the universe 
of experience. 

The aesthetician tells the philosopher that he cannot but ask 
himself what significance aesthetic facts have for his pluralism, or 
for his monism. He claims that this question is too often over- 
looked entirely, or too lightly considered ; but that it must be 
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satisfactorily answered, if the system-maker is to find acceptance 
of his view. And in the attempt to answer this and kindred 
questions, the aesthetician is not witnout hope that no inconsider- 
able light may be thrown by the philosopher upon the solution 
of the problems of /Esthetics itself. Nor are the problems of 
/Esthetics without relation to pure Metaphysics. The existence 
of aesthetic standards must be considered by the metaphysician ; 
and these standards, with those of Logic and Ethics, must be 
treated by him as data for the study of ontological problems. 

But beyond this, /Esthetics cries out for special aid from the 
ontologist. " What," he asks, "is the significance of our stand- 
ards of aesthetic appreciation ? What the inner nature of that 
which we call the real of beauty ? What its relation with the real 
of goodness and the real of truth?" 

From a practical standpoint, this last mentioned question is of 
special import at this time. For the world of art has for cen- 
turies been torn asunder by the contention of the aesthetic realists 
and their opponents. 

That, in its real essence, beauty is truth, and truth beauty, is 
a claim which has often been, and is still, heard ; and it is a claim 
which must finally be adjudicated by the metaphysician who 
deals with the nature of reality. 

The practical importance of the solution of this problem is 
brought home forcibly to those who, like myself, seem to see 
marked aesthetic deterioration in the work of those artists who 
have been led to listen to the claims of aesthetic realism, who 
learn to strive for the expression of truth, thinking thus certainly 
to gain beauty. 

That many great artists have announced themselves as aesthe- 
tic realists shows how powerfully the claims of the doctrine 
appeal to them. But one who studies the artistic work of Leo- 
nardo, for instance, cannot but believe that he was a great artist 
notwithstanding his theoretical belief, and cannot but believe that 
all others of his way of thinking, so far as they are artists, are 
such because in them genius has overridden their dogmatic 
thought. 

It is clearly not without significance that the realm of values 
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is by common consent held to be covered by the catagories of 
the True, the Good, and the Beautiful. This common consent 
seems surely to imply that each of the three is independent of 
the other two, although all are bound together in one group. 
And if this is true, then the claim of the aesthetic realist can 
surely not be correct. 

But this claim will not be overthrown by any reference to such 
a generalization as that above mentioned. The claim of the 
aesthetic realist is based upon what he feels to be clear evidence 
founded upon experience ; and he cannot be answered unless we 
are able to show him what is the basis for his ready conviction 
that truth and beauty are one and identical ; and what is the true 
relation between the True, the Good, and the Beautiful. And 
these problems, which are in our day of vital importance to the 
artist, the philosopher alone can answer. 

In my view some aid in the solution of this problem may be 
gained from the examination of the meaning of our terms. 
From this study I feel convinced that we must hold that, when 
we speak of the True, and the Good, and the Beautiful, as mu- 
tually exclusive as above, we use the term ' true ' in a narrow 
sense. On the other hand, ' the True ' is often used in a broader 
sense, as equivalent to ' the Real.' This being so, we may say 
that the Beautiful is ' the Real ' as discovered in the world of im- 
pression ; the relatively permanent pleasure which gives us the 
sense of Beauty being the most stable characteristic of those 
parts of the field of impression which interest us. We may also 
assert that the Good is ' the Real ' as discovered in the world of 
expression, i, e., of impulse, which is due to the inhibited capacity 
for expression, and the reaction of the Self in its efforts to break 
down the inhibition. And in the same way we may conclude 
that the True (using the term in the narrow sense) is ' the Real ' 
as discovered in the realm of experience exclusive of impres- 
sion or expression. 

The Real a The Real of Impression. The Beautiful. 

OR fi The Real of Expression. The Good. 

The True. y The Real in realms exclusive The True. 

(In the broad sense of a and/?. (In the narrow sense 

of the term. ) of the term. ) 
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That the Beautiful is part of ' the Real,' i. e., is always ' the 
True,' using the term True in the broader sense, is not questioned ; 
and that, in my view, is the theoretical truth recognized by the 
aesthetic realists. But in practice the aesthetic realist maintains 
that the Beautiful is always the True, using the term True in the 
narrow sense ; and in this, in my view, lies his error. 

And if the relation of the Beautiful to the True demands the 
attention of the philosopher, equally so does the relation of the 
Beautiful to the Good. As I look upon it, all of the True (using 
the term as above explained in the narrow sense) and all of the 
Good, so far as either involve relatively permanent pleasure of 
impression, are possible elements of beauty. But, on the other 
hand, it seems clear that neither the True (still using the term in 
the narrower sense) nor the Good is necessarily pleasing, but 
may be unpleasant ; and therefore either of them may be an ele- 
ment of ugliness, and as such must lose all possibility of becoming 
an element in the Beautiful. 

One further word, in closing, upon the closely allied question 
as to the nature of worth-values. There is a worth-value involved 
in the Good, and a worth-value involved in the True, and a 
worth-value involved in the Beautiful ; and each of these worth- 
values in itself seems to be involved with pleasure-getting. Now 
if this is the case, then, under the theory I uphold, any worth- 
value should be a possible aesthetic element, and this I think it 
will be granted is true. But the distinctions between these 
worth-values are on different planes, as it were. In the case of the 
worth-value of the Good, we appreciate the worth-pleasure within 
the realm of the real of expression, i. e., of impulse. In the case 
of the worth-value of the True (in the narrow sense), we appre- 
ciate the worth-pleasure within the realm of the real in other fields 
than that of expression or that of impression. In the case of the 
worth-value of the Beautiful, we appreciate the worth-pleasure 
within the realm of the real of impression ; i. e., we appreciate, with 
pleasure, the significance for life of the existence of relatively 
permanent pleasure, in and for itself. 

Henry Rutgers Marshall. 



